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DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE U.S.
FATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE CONSOLIDATION

Aurora Hills Recreation Center
7:00 p.m.

Good evening. The Arlington County Board welcomes this opportunity to comment
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the planned conselidation
of the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office,

Arlington has been home to the PTO for 30 years and has seen it grow to one of our
largest employers, with over 5,000 employees in 1.9 million square feet of office and
special-purpose space. The PTO is still growing and is projected to reach 7,100
employees within the next five years.

Arlington has worked hard to create a madel urban area in Crystal City and is proud
to have the PTO as a major federal tenant, In this effort we have forged a partnership
with the Charles E. Smith Company that transformed our plans and palicies into the
Crystal City we know today, As we approach the final stage of this consolidation
process, [ can assure you that the Arlington County Board will work closely with the
GSA, PTO and the Charles E. Smith Company to achieve the best possible outcome
for the PTO.

We have reviewed the DEIS in detail as well as the issues we raised at the June 4,
1997 Environmentel Scoping Session, , and have compared it to prior EIS which
dealt with some of the same sites under consideration today. Based on this review, I
am submitting today our technical review comments on the DEIS. In doing so I
would state that we reserve the right to submit additional comments on or before the
May 26 closing of the comment period.

In my remarks this evening, I would like to highlight some of the major issues that
we have with respect to the DEIS, in the hope and expectation that they will shape the
form and substance of the final EIS, which I understand is scheduled to be completed
in August.

e An issue we raised in the Scoping Session for the EIS, but which has not been

addressed in the DEIS, is compliance with Executive Order # 12072, This 5.2-1
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Executive Order states, “Except where such selection is otherwise prohibited, the

process for meeting Federal space needs in urban areas shall give first

consideration to a centralized community business area and adjacent areas of

similar character...” Another issue we raised, but which also is not addressed in

the DEIS, is the operating inefficiency caused by lengthened travel times, whether 8.1-1
by transit or automobile, for PTO employees and clients that need to access other

federal agencies in the Federal core.

¢ In terms of land use planning, the DEIS finds inconsistencies between the Crystal 5.2-2
City site proposal and the Arlington General Land Use Plan, as well as the density
envelope. I can assure you that, to the extent technical discrepancies may exist,
they are minor and well within the bounds of the normal site plan review process.

» The analysis of fiscal impacts in the DEIS is incomplete and does not provide a
basis by which true cost comparisons can be made between the candidate sites. 6.2-1
Costing is limited to selected roadway improvements and no information is
provided on the costs associated with other required environmental mitigation
measures. Absent this “bottom line,” how can a comparison be made between the
candidate sites regarding the cost of developing the PTO campus? Additionally,
revenues are only presented in terms of real estate taxes on land and 6.2-2
improvements. This truncated approach makes it impossible to establish the “net”™
fiscal benefit of the PTO campus to the host municipality.

e With respect to transportation impacts, there are substantial differences between
the Crystal City site and the Alexandria sites in terms of incremental traffic 8.1-1
generation, the extent and cost of required roadway improvements, travel times for
PTO employees and clients by auto and transit. These differences between the
Crystal City site and the Alexandria sites are compounded by the uncertain status
of the Woodrow Wilson Bridge project. This large-scale project, for which 8.1-9
funding has yet to be secured, will heavily impact the primary access points to the $1:3
Alexandria sites and could be a major disruption for PTO at those locations. T

s In the area of air quality, the DEIS glosses over major impacts that work against
important regional goals to reduce mobhile source emissions and ozone-generating 9.1-1
compounds. The data in the DEIS shows that relocation to Alexandria would
entail a 13 percent reduction in transit asage and an increase in ozone-generating
compounds of five times that associaied with the Crystal City site, but thr;rc are no
direct impacts recognized in the anaiysis. All this at a ime when the region has
been designated as a federal nonattainment area for ozone. We belicve the
deficiencies in the DEIS make it impossible to establish conformity with the
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standards of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, which, among other things, 9.1-9
require federal agencies to demonstrate that their actions “will not increase the
frequency or severity of any existing violations of ambient air quality standards,™-

In closing, let me reiterate Arlington County’s commitment to making Crystal City
the best site for the PTO campus, Our review of the current DEIS shows there is not
enough information, at this point, by which to make an intelligent, informed decision
on the PTO consolidation. We hope the EIS will undergo the necessary revisions to
address these shortcomings and that the Final EIS will offer the type of analysis that
will allow true comparisons between the candidate sites to be made, evaluated, and
justified,

RHREE
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REVIEW COMNMENTS
SUBMITTED BY THE ARLINGTON COUNTY BOARD

PUBLIC COMMENT MEETING ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
U.S. PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE CONSOLIDATION -
Aprii 29,1998

The Aslington County Board appresiates the oppoertunity 10 commens on ihe Praft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the U.S. Patent and Trmdemark Offiez consolidation. Arlington County has reviewed the DEIS and offers, at
this time, the following commenis for your consideration. These comments may be augmented by additional comments
on or before the May 26 closing of the comument period.

To facilitate review, comments are groupsd by the subject headings used in the DEIS and include page references,
whers appropriate.

Land Use Plunning

s The DEIS concludes that the PTO consolidadon is inconsisient with NCPE palicies becauss it dues not propose to 52-5
relocate PTO in an existing federal facility, provides too much parking, and is inconsistent with local plans. The
propoeai to relocate into new buildings within Crystal City is consistent with local plans because this ares is 5.2-8

planned and zoned for higher density commercial development, If the Crystal Park and Crystal Plaza site plans
were consolidated, then a smail, non-material bonus for the provision of pubtic facilities would be needed to

technicaify bring the proposal into compliance with te existing zoning. We do not view this as a problem. Also, 8.7-4
the amount of parking is determined by PTO requirements and not by the County’s existing plans and policies. ' -

We think the PTO Consalidation is overparked, which adds unnesded costs. (reference; Exccutive Surmmary Table, 522
page ES-8) :

s  The draft EIS also states that the Crystal City proposal is inconsistent with the General Land Use Plan designations
for the site, The General Land Use Plan is the primary poiicy guide for the futurs development of the County. The
Plan establishes the pverall character, extent and location of various land nses and serves ag a puide to the County
Board in its decigions concerning future deyelopmenr. The PTO proposal in Crystal City is generally consistent 5.2-2
with the overail land use pattorn of the aren that allows 2 mixnre of office/commercial and residential development.
I believa that Arlington's norraal plan approvai proczss would permit. with an amendment ta approved special
excaptions, construction af tha required space and completion of a facility mesting the requirements of (he
Solicitation For Offers, (reference: Executive Summary Table, page ES-8)

« Itisalso stated as a mitigation factor that bonuses for additionai height and density {.25FAR) are oniy available in
renwn for affordable housing. In Arlingtan, bonuses are available in retumn for several types of contributions,
including afforduble housing and community facilitics. Banus dansity for these two contributians is limited to .25 5.2.2
FAR. However, Section (HS3) of the Zoning Ordinance allows bonuses for a varicty of rensons such as open space,
grads, direction and intensity of taffic, elc. There is no fixed limit to these bonuses. (reference; page 3-21)

Socio-Ecopomic
»  The fiscal impact annlysis in the DEIS is cusory and incomplete. Revenues derived fram the FTO presonce are
limited (o real estate receipts hassd an assesrzd ar projected land snd improvement valuations. No other revenue 6.2-2

impacts are evaluated, cither direct or indirect. Job creation is mentioned in 1crms of construction jobs, bui no
spending impacts are calculated, The conulusion is that the propesed action would not have o measurable effect an
the regional sconomy because no new Ir..g-term jobs would be created. While this may be true in a regional
coneex, the fiscal impnct an Artinglon o losing 7,100 jobs and 1.9 million square feet of occupied offics spacs 15
very real and merits more detailed analysis in the DEIS. This economic impact will be amplified by significant
relocations by professional service providers such as paleit atioreys and tadeinask specialisis. (reference: page
3.60, 61; 4-34: 43T}
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= Itis instructive to note the more detailed approach used in the prior (April 1992) EIS for the Naval Sysiems
Commund Consalidation, which included one of the Alexandria sites cusrently under review, The EIS defined 6.2-3
“Hscal impact” as the difforence between the municipal costs of scrvicing development and the municipal revetues )
that development penerates. The EIS also recognized that, since traffic mitipation costs were not allacared on the

basis qumbablc funding sources, they were best addressed in the fiscal analysis as a cost to be paid by the host
municipality. (reference: pages ES-1; 3.3}

» Inthe DEIS occasional reference is made 10 “negative econamic impacts” of the PTO |eaving Arlingmn, but there
is no measrement or quantification of specific impacts. The only reference to specific mitipation measures i9a 6.2-4
Fuggestion that Arlington County provide “cconomic incentives™ in encaurage awners of buildings vacated by PTO
tin renavats, tercby making them more attractive to back-fill tenants, (reference: pages ES-5; 4-16, 30, 35,39 &
49)

Imnsporttion

» The DEIS acknowledges that the FTO is presently well situated, srating “The PTQ is locafed near the center of the
Washingion metropolitan area and is well served by bus transit, rafl wansit, and HOV facilities.” 1t will be more
difficulr 10 implemen; and promots HOY use at the Alexandria sites thian at Crystal City. Car and vanpeols at the
Alexandria sites will have to traverse 4 miles of the Beltway and negotiate the “Mixing Bowl™ interchange to 8.1-9
connect to HOV lanes on [95. At Crystal City, HOV lanes (to 195) arc accessed on 1395 at Eads Soeet, just a short
distance from the PTO. This direst sonnection in close proximity to FTO is a major advanmape that will ensure
cantinued high utilizztion of Vanpaeol and HOV use by FTO employess. (reference: page 3-58)

= More than one third of the smployess at PTO live in Arlington, DC, Montgomery County and esastern Fairfax 8.1-9
County, These employees will incur a jonger and imore difficult commute il the FTO relocates from Crysiad Ciry.
(reference: Table 3.5.2-1, page 3+98)

s  Crystal City has a multi-modal transportation infrastructure in place that serves an established urban communiry,
including the cxisting PTO, very well, Crystal City i3 served by two Metrorail lines (Blue & Yellow), VRE, major 8.6-4
highways that include four HOV routes, and an extznsive pedestrian and bikzsway network. Naticnal Airpor is so
close il is within walking distance. (reference: pages 3-20: 3-106)

» ‘The Cryswl Cily site, with its location at the confluence of five major highways. offers a more diverss and balanced
mix of transportation roules within the region. The DEIS acknowledges this, siting that “Crystal Ciry lies lo the 8.6-4
scutheast of the largest interchange of highways in the region.™ In contrast, the Alexandria gites have 2 *
dispropartionately high reliznes on the Beltway for agcess to the FTO and the DELS states “Both Carlylc and
Eisenhower Avenus...siles share o development arsa chamcierized by limited accassibility to the regional roadway
netwark.” (reference: pages 3-102; 3-107)

s The Carlyle site has good Metroril and VRE servics nearby, bur pedestrian connections are poor — construction of 8.0-1
a tunnel beneath Duke Strest is recommended as well as a sysiem of pedesirian and bikeway connections. Al the
Eisenhower Avenue site, Merrorail is limited 1o the Yellow Line. Direct VRE service is not available, This site 8.4-1

also lacks pedestrian and bikeway connections. Al both Alexandria sites HOV routes are not esablished and will
require travel on congested roads to reach entry points. )

»  When compared with the Alcxandria sites, it is clear that Crysiat City offers the shortzst trave] time key federal
agencies, The Congress, downtown cmployment centers, and National and Dulles Airports. Travel times via 8.1-1
Metrorail 1o key downtown stations such as Capitel South, Union Station, Gallery Place, Metro Center, Farragut
Woest and L"Enfant Plaza are much shorter from Crystal City than from the Alexandria sites, with differentiais
ranging from 7 1o 15 minutzs, point-to-point. The Inefficiency inherent in.mis travel-Lime disparity. .both for PTO
cmployees that peed to interpst with other federal agencies and for FTO clients, is not addressed in Tue DEIS.

e  There are significant differences in traffic impacts and mitigation costs betwesn the sites:
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e The Cryswl City sile accommedales PTO with only 236 additiohal trips, and addifioral trip peneration by
fure development in the ares is miniwal, (reference: Table 4.5.2-2, page 4-82)

® The Alexandria sites (Carlyle & Eisenhower Avenue) result in almost 1,460 additional mips w accammodate
PTO, and significant additiona) oip generation will sccur with planned development in the immediare areg.
{relerence: Table 4.5.2-7, page 4-87; Tablo 4,5,2-9, page 4-3])

* The miligation measures to deal with the traffic impacts are very differen; between the Arlington and
Alexandnia locations, Roadway improvements in Crysta| City are estimaled at $50,000, while sither site in
Alexandria requires $14.6 million in improvements, not counting the pedestrion tunne} under Duke Sireet
required for the Carlyle sile. (refsrence: Table 4.5.2-4, page 4-84; Table 4.5.2-11, page 4-94: page 4-99)

*  Compared to Crystal City, the Alexandria sites present substantal uncertintes in yerms of the cumuative traffic
impacts of PTO and Alexandna planned deveiopment nearby, e delivery of millions of dollars of infrasrucurs —

bath on and off-site, and te leve! and time period of disruption in auiemobile pecess associated with the Woodraw -

Wilson Bridge project. (reference: Table 4.5.2-11, page 4-94)

+ The DEIS recognizes that lie Woodrow Wilson Bridge is 8 major bottleneck, Tt iz glso noted that plans 1o repinze
the original bridge with a new, Jarger capacity bridpe have yet to be funded and there is no copstructon tmetable,
The Bridge praject has design elements that affect bath the Telegraph Road and US Raute ! interchanges with the
Capital Beltway, both of which ara primary access points to the Alexandria sites, What appears ceruain is that the
new bridge will not be in place at the time the PTO will occupy its new space. The DEIS acknowledges s,
stating “A replacement will net be completed within the six-year timeframne for PTO relocation” Under these
circumstanges, the Alexandria sites, with their focation next ta Capital Beltway interchanges most affecied by the
Woodrow Wilson Bridge project, can be expected to suffer adverse iinpacis [rom Lhis farge-scale consiruction
praject for three-to-five years. {refersuce: page 3-108)

»  Woodrow Wilson bridge construction will also impart the primary transporiation improvement associaled with
both the Carlyle and Eisenhower Avenue sites — ihe construciion of a flyover Ramp A-1/A-2 from nonhbound
Telegraph Road and the eastbound Capital Beltway to Eisenhower Avenue at Siovall Soeet. While the DEIS siates
that the flyover ramp could procszd as an independent project, in advance of the Wilson Bridgs preject, it does not
recognize that further, perhaps long-1erm disruption of this primary access improvement will oczur during the
course of the Woodrow Wilson Bridge construction project. (reference: papes 4-93; 4~100)

Ajr Qumlity

s Relocating PTO will work against imporiant regional fransportation goals of {ess auto usage and improved air
quality. If PTO relocates, transit usage by smployees and the public is projected to shrink 13 %, and, in part
because of that, ozone-generating compounds from vehicle raffic al he Alexandria sites is projected a1 about five
times tha [evel of increase for Crystal Ciry. All this a1 a time when te region is designated as a federal
henatminment arcs for ozone and has “exceeded the federal heaith standary for ozone in 15 of the last 20 yesrs.”
(reference: page 3-126; Table 4.5.2-2, page 4-82; Table 4.5.2-7, page 4-87; Table 4.5.2-9, page 4-91; 4-185; 4-109)

¢ The DEIS obfuscatcs the air quality issue by stagng, “the Alezandria altematives would not result in a direct net
increase in regional mebils source crnission levels because the orips would be relocated within the same air basin.”
[emphasis added] Thus, the DEIS misleadingly suggests that tie “dircel” cause of iqcn-.?.s:d emission levels would
be the subsequent back-filling of Crystal Ciry space, not an Alexandria PTO site. It is historically and )
economically ridiculous to assert that the maintenance of 3 long-standing commercial asset in Crystal City, and not
ths construction of 2.3 million square fect of new office space in Alexandria, would cause the net increass in
emissions. (refercncs: page 4-105}

» At the same time, the DEIS acknowledges that “Over time, future leasing of the office space vacated Py FTO undsr
the Alexandria alternadves could result in 2 substantial net increase in mobile source emissions.” This conclusion
is reinforead Ivy the statement in the economic analysis section diat “Given the favorsile pffice market conditions
in Crystal City, with a prime location near National Airport and a cwTent vacancy rae of less than 2 pereent. the
office space left vacant by the FTO ,....could be occupied with back fill ¢emand over a refatively shorl period of
time..” The DEIS should clearly recognizs the effect of back-fill when addressing the generation of czone-

Comment
Noted

8.1-3

8.1-3

8.1-3

9.1-1

9.1-8

9.1-8
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producing compounds and recognize the real incremental impact on air quality that is asseciated with a.-PTO
relocation out of Crystal City. (reference: page 4-105; 4-32)

s  Given the reality of back-fill in Crysial City in response to a relocation of PTO, it is not realistic to concludz, as the
DEIS does, that conformity (o the Clean Air Aet is not an issue. Has the DEIS mex the conformity assessment
standards of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, which are dzsigned to ensure that federal agency actions: 1)
will not cause or cantribute 1o new vislations of NAAQS: 2) will nol increase the frequency or severiry of any
exigting violations of ambicnt air quality standards: and 3) will not delay the timely anainment of ambient air
ruality standards? We believe that any impartial review of the DEIS will conclude that canformity 1o the Clean Air
Act reqquirements has not besn demonstruted. {referenice: page 4-16; 4-109)

We appreciate boing included in the review process of the DEIS for the Patent and Trademark Offies consalidation
project and lock forward to our continued panticipation in thig imporiant project. Pleasc contact Hal Glidden in the
Depanment of Economic Development at (703) 228-3851 if you have any questions,

Lig
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